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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . This Office Action is responsive to RCE, Argument and Remarks received on 
4/28/2008. Applicant canceled claim 13 and amended claim 3. 



Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed on 4/28/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant amended claim 3 by excluding two fields of the PDU, source address 
and destination address from a group of fields and repeated same arguments as 
previously presented, dated 3/17/2008. Examiner, respectfully, disagrees with the 
argument that Li uses the same index (table) to select an action. The first index and the 
second index of Li are not used together simultaneously or as pair of selecting an 
action. 

In addition to 'response to arguments' (Final Rejection 1/17/2008) Examiner 
maintains both 'src' and 'dst' parameters are needed for selecting an action (see fig. 8) 
wherein table 60 is the first index and table 62 is second index (col. 9, lines 36 through 
col. 10, lines 1-24). 

As to claim 23, Examiner maintains that Yazaki discloses generating first string 
and second string, SIP, DIP (see col. 15, lines 38-44 and col. 17, lines 61-65, see figure 
11). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 3 recites the limitation "the group" in 2. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claims 18,19, 20 and 21 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of 
improper dependent form as dependent on cancelled claiml 3. Applicant is required to 
cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper dependent 
form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claim 1 -1 2, 1 4-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e) as being anticipated by Li et 
al. (US 6,567,408, Hereinafter, Li). 
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As for claim 1 , Li shows (a) generating a first string (src) and a second string (dst) 
with which to characterize the PDU (Col. 10 line 25-27); (b) determining a first index 
associated with the first string and a second index associated with the second string (Col. 10 
line 28-40), wherein the first index and second index are selected from a plurality of indices 
(Col. 10 line 28-40); and (c) selecting an action from a plurality of actions based on tile 
first index and the second index (Col. 10 line 28-40 and col. 11, lines 10-27), each 
action being associated with two indices of the plurality of indices (Col. 10 line 28-40). 

As for claim 2, Li shows PDU has one field (i.e. Source address/destination 
address, Col. 7 line 35-50) and the first string and second string each comprise one 
bit derived from the one fields of the PDU (Col. 10 line 25-27). 

As for claim 3, Li shows the one field is selected from the group consisting of: 
network layer protocol (Col. 7, lines 35-53) and other network protocols (col. 16, 
lines 37-52) 

As for claim 4, Li shows wherein the first string comprises one bits selected 
from a destination address field of the PDU (Col. 10, lines 25-27). 

As for claim 5, Li shows the second string comprises one bits selected from a 
source address field of the PDU (Col. 10, lines 25-27). 

As for claim 6, Li shows generating the plurality of actions from policies that 
characterize a plurality of traffic flows (Col. 12, lines 55-60). 

As for claim 7, Li shows using the indices as keys into a memory device (Col. 
9, lines 15-18) comprising the plurality of actions (Col. 10, lines 40-44). 
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As for claim 8, Li shows instructions passing the PDU to a PDU destination 
address and instructions to filter the PDU (Cot. 6, lines 19-23, and Col. 7 lines 
49). 

As for claim 9, Li shows one pointer to one instruction defining the manner in 
which to process the PDU (Col. 12, lines 55-68). 

As for claim 10, Li shows the PDU has one fields (Col. 7, lines 35-50) and 
the step of determining a first index and the second index further comprises the 
step of searching a tree (Col. 9, lines 64), wherein one fields of the PDU are 
compared against the nodes of the tree (Col. 10, lines 27-40). 

As for claim 1 1 , Li shows the tree is a Patricia trie (Col. 9, lines 64). 

As for claim 12, Li shows a string generator for generating a first string (src) 
and a second string (dst) with which to characterize the PDU (Col. 10 line 27); and (b) 
an index allocate for retrieving a first index associated with the first string (Col. 10 
line 2740) and a second index associated with the second string, wherein the first 
index and second index are selected from a plurality of indices (Col. 7 lines 27-40); 
and (c) Li shows a memory device (Memory within ESP24), operatively coupled to 
the index allocate (Col. 9, line 15-20), comprising a plurality of actions, each action 
being selected based on two indices of the plurality of indices (Col. 10 line 27-40). 

As for claim 14, Li shows the first string (src) and second string (dst) each 
comprise one bit derived from one field of the PDU (Col. 7 lines 35-50) and 
(Col. 10 lines 25-27). 

As for claim 15, Li shows the one field is selected from the group consisting of: a 
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source address (Col. 7 lines 35-50). 

As for claim 16, Li shows the first string comprises one bit selected from a 
destination address field of the PDU (Col. 10 lines 25-27). 

As for claim 17, Li shows the second string comprises one bit selected from a 
source address field of the PDU (Col. 10 lines 25-27). 

As for claim 18, Li shows the plurality of actions is derived from policies that 
characterize a plurality of traffic flows (Col. 12 lines 55-60). 

As for claim 19, Li shows the plurality of indices is keys into the memory device 
(Col. 9 lines 15-18). 

As for claim 20, Li shows instructions for passing the PDU to a PDU destination 
address and instructions to filter the PDU (Col. 6 lines 19-23 and Col. 7 line 49). 

As for claim 21 , Li shows the actions further comprise one or more pointers 
to one instruction defining the manner in which to process the PDU (Col. 12 lines 55- 
68). 

As for claim 22, Li shows the index allocates comprises a trie (Col. 9 lines 64), 
the trie comprising nodes against which one field of the PDU are compared (Col. 10 
line 27-40). 

6. Claims 23-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Yazaki et al. (US 6,768,738, Hereinafter, Yazaki). 



As for claim 23, Yazaki shows generating a first string (Sip) from source 
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information associated with the PDU (Col. 15 line 40-44); (b) generating a 
second string (DIP) from destination information associated with the PDU (Col. 15 
line 40-44); (c) identifying a first QoS action from a plurality of QoS actions based on 
the first string (Col. 15 line 40-44); (d) identifying a second QoS action from a plurality 
of QoS actions based the second string (Col. 16 line 20-25); and (e) determining a 
final QoS action from at least one of the first and second QoS actions (Col. 16 line 27- 
28). 

As for claim 24, Yazaki shows applying a hierarchical rule indicating which one 
of the first and second QoS actions has precedence (Col. 16 lines 27-28, figure 14). 

7. Claims 25-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yazaki in view of Tuck, III et al. (US 7,107,352, Hereinafter, Tuck). 

As for claim 25, Yazaki does not show one of the first and second QoS actions 
is a PDU pass action recommending that the PDU be forwarded, and one of the QoS 
actions is a PDU drop action recommending that the PDU be filtered. However, Tuck 
shows PDU pass action recommending that the PDU be forwarded (Figure 2, Col. A 
row 1 show a pass), and one of the QoS actions is a PDU drop action 
recommending that the PDU be filtered (figure 2, Col. D row 1 show a drop). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
filtering of Yazaki with the pass/drop function of Tuck in order to indicate the QoS 
function of different devices in the network. 
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As for claim 26, Yazaki does not show wherein the hierarchical rule indicates 
that the PDU drop action has precedence over the PDU pass action. However, Tuck 
shows the hierarchical rule indicates that the PDU drop action has precedence over the 
PDU pass action (Figure 2, Col. A row 1 shows a pass, Col. D row 1 shows a 
drop, and Col. PASS/DROP shows a drops, therefore drop action take 
precedence over pass function). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the QoS function of Yazaki with 
Pass/Drop precedence of Tuck in order to relieve congestion of a receiving device. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to AFSAR M. QURESHI whose telephone number is 
(571)272-3178. The examiner can normally be reached between 8 am to 5 pm 
(Monday - Friday). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Field Lynn can be reached on (571) 272 2092. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Conclusion 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
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